In their foreword, Koyama and Uchiyama revisit the notion of 'affluence' developed in Koyama and Thomas and set out the goals for the current volume:
Over twenty years ago, "Affluent Foragers" was coined as a short hand term for the specific socioeconomic conditions of coastal fisher-hunters in productive environments. A central implication of this label was that during the Holocene certain prehistoric groups were recognized as having achieved highly organized social structures and high degrees of sedentism in the course of adapting to temperate coastal environments (Koyama & Uchiyama 2006:1) .
According to Koyama and Uchiyama, the term 'affluence' was used by Koyama and Thomas in its common sense of material well-being in deliberate opposition to Sahlins' usage. In the original volume, Sasaki (1979) equated 'affluence' with large populations and technological complexity.
Koyama and Uchiyama go on to suggest the concept of affluent foragers was recast by Price and Brown's Complex Hunter-Gatherer volume with its emphases on economics, hunter-gatherer mobility patterns and the Binfordian (1980) linkage among economy, mobility patterns and social organization.
They assert:
[T]these discussions have failed to adequately explain the mechanisms that produce the great degree of cultural variability among foragers, and tend to simplify the multi-factored and dynamic processes involved in social and economic change among hunter-gatherers (Koyama & Uchiyama 2006: 2) .
In their view, 'the sociality of hunter-gatherer lifeways' is among the crucial processes causing hunter-gatherer diversity. The current volume's purpose is to bring these social dynamics to the foreground. They see two fundamental issues facing hunter-gatherer studies:
accounting for cultural variability among hunter-gathers and explaining social and economic change, which, in their view, has been made difficult by oversimplification of the causes of change. Accounting for variability and change, of course, are the central issues in explaining any form of evolution. 'Complex Hunter-Gatherers' grew from the discovery that some cultural traits widely viewed as major thresholds in cultural evolution were not contingent upon agriculture. Chief among these traits were sedentism, food storage and especially permanent social inequality. Complex hunter-gatherers became an alternative set of evolutionary experiments in human social complexity with which to develop and test theories of cultural evolution.
Appropriately for its intellectual lineage, the current book is primarily about variability despite talking a great deal about complexity. In fact, I think it's more about variability than the editors realised or perhaps wanted.
It has something of an oval-peg-stuffed-into-round-hole quality; the sum of the volume's papers is different from what the editors think. The book's strength is the array of case studies from disparate places, most especially East Asia and the southern hemisphere, regions for which the Anglophone literature is quite weak. It provides a number of researchers an opportunity to get their views out and attract others to their work and ideas. Its weaknesses are the array of case studies from disparate places, which, despite the editors' valiant effort, do not really cohere; some papers are extremely narrow and empirical while others are innovative and broad in view, although always firmly rooted in their empirical case.
I do agree with the editors' assessment that we do not adequately understand hunter-gatherer diversity or have the theoretical tools to explain it (eg, Ames 2004); I first review the book, and then discuss some of the issues in the study of complex -affluent -huntergatherer-foragers that the book raises and against which it should be should be judged using the editors' concluding essay as a basis.
Affluent Foragers
The book contains 13 chapters in four sections: Using several lines of evidence he argues the site was both a seasonal residential site and a specialised boar hunting locality in a system of logistic movements spanning mountains and the coast during the early 1 if Late Chulmun (LC) groups did not share resource patches -ie, had non-overlapping territories, then the ceramic assemblages at task specific sites should not differ from those at residential sites. They will be less diverse if assemblage sizes from task-specific sites are smaller;
assemblages at task specific sites should be stylistically more diverse than those at individual residential sites.
All of this assumes of course a relationship between coresidential group and ceramic styles. Employing 32 ceramic types he found:
1 residential sites vary among themselves in the styles and proportions of styles present in each 2 residential assemblages are less diverse than task sites (measured by relative frequency of designs 3 the spatial distribution of ceramic types among task sites is a function of distance between task specific site and residential site leading him to conclude that patch sharing was a strategy employed during the LC in this region.
He then discusses this result using an Human
Behavorial Ecology framework to argue that patchsharing is an alternative strategy to either sharing harvested food or territory defense. I won't review his arguments except to stress his point that patch sharing does not indicate a lack of territoriality but that it is a strategy with relative costs and advantages to be weighed against other strategies. This is a very good paper. Despite disclaimers, the book is firmly grounded in the environment, mobility patterns, diet choices and the other dimensions of variability that archaeologists commonly use to grapple with these materials.
Discussion
Notwithstanding Koyama and Uchiyama's comments, the book illustrates the durability of Binford's foragercollector continuum. Absent is any discussion of aggrandisers, those ubiquitous, selfish, hardworking dei ex machina of many current theories of social evolution.
A good thing perhaps, but conspicuous in a book claiming an interest in the role of individuals in cultural evolution.
They warn we need to avoid terminological and typological debates that muddy our waters by They are far more concerned, I think too much so, with the meanings of affluence and complexity.
Generally complexity is defined here similarly to Price (1981) , Hayden (1995 Hayden ( , 2001 ), Kelly (1995) , Ames and Maschner (1999) and others. For example in his original paper Price (1981) defined complexity as 'that which is made up of many, elaborately inter-related parts'. He saw the following traits as defining complex huntergatherers:
1 technological changes that included increased diversity and specialisation, particularly in subsistence related gear 2 elaboration of non-technomic artefacts 3 larger and more complex (internally and externally differentiated) settlements, with greater variety in size and localities of use, some degree of sedentism;
4 intensification of production -food production becoming both more diverse and more specialised -a wider diet breadth, but with more specialised technology 5 specialised procurement of some resources 6 larger populations and higher population densities 7 emergent social inequality, as well as other organisational changes which he did not specify.
There have been other versions of this list, but this suffices.
Arnold ( problems are dei ex machina in these models; they are the necessary mechanisms that force people to surrender egalitarianism to aggrandisers; at another level the critique as presented in the book is a caricature, which is unfortunate in a book in which environmental and subsistence data are often well used.
They amplify Grier's argument in his own chapter that political economy is fundamental to affluence and complexity, particularly the production and control of surpluses. By stressing the production of surpluses they join a long and distinguished line of scholars and social theoreticians. They do not, however, do much more than say political economy and surpluses are important.
It comes up here and there in the volume (eg, Bluith, Greir) but the notion is not developed, nor is the vast literature tapped. This is a very important opportunity lost.
It is an important opportunity because much current work on affluent foragers/complex hunter-gatherers focuses on explaining the origins and evolution of inequality and the other traits that define them. The environment and production play roles as enablers Behavioral Ecology, which has actually been applied to hunter-gatherer complexity in at least one detailed case study (Fitzhugh 2003) and is employed, at least implicitly, in Kim's own chapter. They assert that these approaches are inadequate because neither deals adequately with the generation of variability, which they They are, however, correct in that the central issues remain variability and evolution, and how we measure and account for the former and explain the latter.
